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List of Issues & Major Conclusions 
 

 Present the updated coincident peak and noncoincident peak allocation 
factors used in ComEd’s embedded cost of service studies 

 Respond to certain cost allocation issues 

 Respond to certain customer services costs issues 

 Respond to issues related to and Residential Real Time Pricing Program 

 Address the impact of any changes in the allocation of PORCB start up and 
implementation costs on the discount rate 
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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Robert Garcia.  My business address is 440 S. LaSalle St., Chicago, Illinois 4 

60605. 5 

Q. By what entity are you employed and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by ComEd in the position of Manager, Regulatory Strategies and 7 

Solutions. 8 

Q. Are you the same Robert Garcia who provided direct, supplemental direct, and 9 

rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 10 

A. Yes.  My direct testimony is ComEd Ex. 23.0 and my supplemental direct testimony is 11 

ComEd Ex. 24.0. My rebuttal testimony is ComEd Ex. 50.0. 12 

B. Purpose of Surrebuttal Testimony 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your surebuttal testimony? 14 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Staff 15 

witnesses Cheri L. Harden, Philip Rukosuev and Eric Schlaf (Staff Exs. 27.0, 28.0 and 16 

31.0); City of Chicago (“City”) witness Edward Bodmer (City Ex. 2.0); Chicago Transit 17 

Authority and Metra witness James Bachman (CTA/Metra Joint Ex. 2.0); and REACT 18 

witness Jeffrey Merola (REACT Ex. 5.0). 19 

Staff and Intervenors raise numerous concerns to which I respond.  The failure to 20 

address any particular point raised by Staff and Intervenors does not imply acquiescence 21 

to that point. 22 
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C. Itemized Attachments 23 

Q. What exhibits are attached to your surrebuttal testimony? 24 

A. The following is a list of the exhibits attached to this testimony and a brief description of 25 

each: 26 

1. ComEd Ex. 74.1 shows the development of the revised coincident peak (“CP”) 27 
and noncoincident peak (“NCP”) allocation factors used in the embedded cost of 28 
service study (“ECOSS”) presented in ComEd Ex. 75.1. 29 

2. ComEd Ex. 74.2 shows the development of the revised CP and NCP allocation 30 
factors used in the ECOSS presented in ComEd Ex. 75.2. 31 

3. ComEd Ex. 74.3 shows the development of the revised CP and NCP allocation 32 
factors used in the ECOSS presented in ComEd Ex. 75.3. 33 

II. Revised CP and NCP Allocation Factors Used in ComEd’s ECOSSs 34 

Q. What are the revisions to the CP and NCP allocation factors presented in ComEd 35 

Ex. 74.1? 36 

A. ComEd Ex. 74.1 presents revised CP and NCP allocation factors that reflect the revised 37 

distribution loss factors provided by ComEd witness Mr. Born in ComEd Ex. 67.1 38 

Revised attached to Mr. Born’s surrebuttal testimony.  These allocation factors are used 39 

in ComEd’s proposed ECOSS presented by ComEd witness Mr. Heintz (ComEd Ex. 40 

75.1). 41 

Q. What are the revisions to the CP and NCP allocation factors presented in ComEd 42 

Exs. 74.2 and 74.3? 43 

A. ComEd Ex. 74.2 and 74.3 present revised CP and NCP allocation factors that reflect the 44 

revised distribution loss factors provided by Mr. Born in ComEd Ex. 67.2 attached to Mr. 45 

Born’s surrebuttal testimony.  These CP and NCP allocation factors in ComEd Exs. 74.2 46 

and 74.3 are used in ComEd’s preferred and alternative exemplar ECOSSs, respectively, 47 
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in ComEd Ex. 75.2 and 75.3 attached to the surrebuttal testimony of ComEd witness Mr. 48 

Heintz.   49 

III. Costs Allocation 50 

A. Primary Lines and Substations 51 

Q. City witness Mr. Bodmer appears to construe ComEd’s rebuttal testimony as 52 

making a “recommendation to use NCP rather than CP” to allocate primary lines 53 

and substations costs.  (City Ex. 2.0, 7:138).  Is that a correct interpretation of 54 

ComEd’s position? 55 

A. No.  As Mr. Bodmer later recognizes, ComEd used CP to allocate primary lines and 56 

substations.  (Id., 8:151-153).  Rather, Commercial Group and Illinois Industrial Energy 57 

Consumers are the parties that made that recommendation to which I merely responded to 58 

in my rebuttal testimony.  To further clarify ComEd’s position, while ComEd has not 59 

chosen to propose a return to NCP in this proceeding (and does not intend to address this 60 

matter further in briefs in this proceeding), my rebuttal testimony responding to Mr. 61 

Stowe and Mr. Baudino was intended to reflect the fact that ComEd has not wavered in 62 

its belief that NCP is the appropriate allocator and is not opposing their proposal. 63 

B. Indirect Uncollectible Costs and Uncollectible Costs 64 

Q. In your rebuttal testimony, ComEd called upon the City to produce an analysis that 65 

identifies and quantifies the indirect uncollectible costs that it seeks to reallocate.  66 

Did the City produce such an analysis? 67 

A. No.  City witness Bodmer only offers a loose, high level description of what he would do 68 

if he had produced such an analysis.  Further, Mr. Bodmer mischaracterizes ComEd’s 69 

testimony by suggesting that ComEd did not contest the City’s conceptual proposal.  (See 70 
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City Ex. 2.0, 33:685-36:697).  Therefore, parties to this proceeding have been denied the 71 

opportunity to review the City proposal in any meaningful detail and the proposal should 72 

be rejected due to the lack of evidence. 73 

C. AMI Costs 74 

Q. Mr. Bachman continues to disagree with ComEd’s $1,212 allocation to the Railroad 75 

Delivery Class of the AMI Pilot Program Costs that ComEd proposes to recover in 76 

base rates, opining that the “AMI Pilot Program does not benefit and has no 77 

relevance to the Railroad Delivery Class” and that the Commission concluded as 78 

much in its Order in Docket No. 09-0263.  (CTA/Metra Joint Ex. 2.0, 17:360-379).  79 

Is this an accurate characterization? 80 

A. No.  First, there are currently six (6) enhanced meters serving railroad facilities that were 81 

deployed as part of the AMI Pilot approved by the Commission.  This is a fact that is not 82 

in dispute -- although Mr. Bachman seeks to downplay it as just “happenstance” – and 83 

justifies the allocation. 84 

Second, Mr. Bachman’s statement that the “Commission has already decided … 85 

that the AMI Pilot Is [sic] of no benefit to the Railroad Delivery Class” is at best a matter 86 

of interpretation.  If Mr. Bachman’s conclusion is solely based on the Commission’s 87 

statement that “the railroads already have systems in place that equate to, or, are indeed 88 

superior to, the ones that will be included in the pilot program here” (Docket No. 09-89 

0263, Order at 43), then there is some basis for his interpretation.  However, despite that 90 

statement, the Commission never directed ComEd through its Order in Docket No. 09-91 

0263 not to install the enhanced meters that are presently serving railroad facilities.  92 

Moreover, in its discussion of the difficult question of who benefits from the AMI Pilot, 93 
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the Commission also recognized that “many large commercial and industrial customers 94 

already have the technology and information that this program will provide,” but it 95 

nevertheless adopted the IIEC proposal in that case, noting that these customers would 96 

not be “let… ‘off the hook’” and would be required to “pay an amount that is 97 

commensurate with what they receive from this program” (see id., at 45) -- which 98 

included the cost of the enhanced meters provided to those customer classes.  While it is 99 

clear that the Commission let the Railroad Delivery Class “off the hook” (to use its 100 

words) with respect to temporary rider recovery, what remains in question is whether the 101 

Commission intended to let this class “off the hook” permanently with respect to the 102 

meters installed for the class under the AMI Pilot.  Again, ComEd does not interpret the 103 

Order in Docket No. 09-0263 as permanently letting the Railroad Delivery Class “off the 104 

hook” with respect to the cost of the meters provided as part of the AMI Pilot, but awaits 105 

confirmation and further instruction from the Commission as to its intentions. 106 

Q. Does it seem odd to you that CTA/Metra has committed the resources they have to 107 

addressing this $1,212 issue in testimony? 108 

A. Yes and no.  While the expense of litigating this issue in this case likely will rival the 109 

costs allocated to CTA and Metra, I suspect the real issue here concerns the precedent 110 

that may be set with respect to the future recovery of full-scale Smart Grid and AMI 111 

implementation costs.  Therefore, I would recommend that the Commission take this into 112 

consideration and ask that it take great care when crafting its resolution of this issue in its 113 

order in this proceeding.  For example, if the Commission now believes or had originally 114 

intended to let the Railroad Delivery Class permanently “off the hook” with respect to the 115 

AMI Pilot costs, but reserves judgment with respect to the allocation of any future Smart 116 
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Grid and AMI investment to some future proceeding, such as the upcoming Smart Grid 117 

Policy Docket, then the Commission should clearly state as much.  Doing so will help all 118 

parties narrow the issues and avoid any unnecessary litigation in future proceedings. 119 

IV. Customer Services Costs 120 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Rukosuev opines that “ComEd utilized a lack of clarity in the 121 

Docket No. 08-0532 Order as a basis to limit its review to only direct O&M costs” 122 

and finds that the inclusion of “all associated customer services costs” is “consistent 123 

with ComEd’s general [ECOSS] methodology.” (Staff Ex. 28.0, 7-8:157-190).  Are 124 

these assertions correct? 125 

A. No.  While Mr. Rokosuev agrees that the Order in Docket No, 08-0532 was unclear (id., 126 

6:144-147) and I would agree with Mr. Rukosuev that ComEd’s ECOSS allocates all 127 

associated costs for purposes of determining delivery service charges, a simple review of 128 

Schedule 1a of any of the ECOSSs presented by ComEd witness Mr. Heintz in this 129 

proceeding would reveal that not all associated costs are allocated to the electric power 130 

and energy supply-related operations, namely the Supply Administration subfunction in 131 

ComEd’s ECOSSs.  This is because not all of the associated costs are reflected in the 132 

supply charges determined under Rider PE – Purchased Electricity (“Rider PE”) and Rate 133 

BESH – Basic Electric Service Hourly Pricing (“Rate BESH”). 134 

Q. Why has ComEd not allocated all associated costs to the Supply Administration 135 

subfunction or reflected such costs in supply charges set under Rider PE and Rate 136 

BESH? 137 

A. ComEd has not allocated or recovered all associated costs related to the purchase and 138 

supply of electric power and energy for its supply customers under Rate BES – Basic 139 
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Electric Service or Rate BESH due to Staff’s own concerns and recommendations and the 140 

Commission’s adoption of those recommendations in Docket Nos. 07-0528/07-0531 141 

(Cons.).   142 

In that 2007 proceeding, which involved ComEd’s proposed procurement plan 143 

and related supply tariffs, Staff expressed concern that ComEd’s procurement tariff 144 

would create an inappropriate incentive to inflate the supply rate and argued to limit the 145 

scope of the supply tariff, Rider PE, to recover only those administrative costs that 146 

directly result from ComEd’s discharge of its supply responsibilities -- not common costs 147 

that might otherwise be allocable to supply.  In fact, the Commission noted Staff’s 148 

concern about ComEd’s proposed tariff in its Order: “Staff asserts that there is an 149 

incentive for ComEd to classify common costs as costs attributable to procuring power 150 

supply.” (Docket Nos. 07-0528/07-0531 (Cons.), Order at 105 (Dec. 19, 2007)).   In 151 

response to Staff’s concerns, ComEd amended its proposed tariffs, stating: 152 

…ComEd makes clear that the internal and administrative costs that will flow 153 
through the rider are those incurred solely as a result of ComEd meeting its 154 
statutory procurement obligation. For example, ComEd would not recover in the 155 
rider either the costs of employees who are not devoted to procurement functions 156 
or allocated overhead costs. (Docket No. 07-0531, ComEd Reply Comments at 157 
10)(emphasis added). 158 

The Commission approved the revised proposed tariffs with these limitations (see 159 

id., at 105), and ComEd has operated accordingly ever since then. 160 

Q. Is ComEd’s interpretation of Docket No. 08-0532 consistent with the Order in 161 

Docket Nos. 07-0528/07-0531 (Cons.)? 162 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s interpretation of the Order in Docket No. 08-0532 is consistent with, and 163 

further informed by, the Order entered in Docket Nos. 07-0528/07-0531 (Cons.).  Indeed, 164 
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in light of the Commission’s treatment of supply administration costs, it would be 165 

inconsistent to include all associated costs related to customer services. 166 

Q. REACT witness Mr. Merola opines that customer service costs should be allocated 167 

in a manner that “encourages the development of retail electric competition for 168 

residential customers.” (REACT Ex. 14.0, 14:270-271).  Has REACT proffered any 169 

evidence to support this claim? 170 

A. No.  Mr. Merola offers no evidence regarding the impact of REACT’s proposed cost 171 

allocation on residential competition or any explanation of how it may encourage 172 

development of the residential market.  In fact, his conclusion appears to be based on the 173 

assumption that RESs will not be utilizing service under Rider PORCB – Purchase of 174 

Receivables with Consolidated Billing (“Rider PORCB”) to enter and serve the 175 

residential market.  To the extent that PORCB service is what is needed and used to open 176 

the residential market to competition, then REACT’s proposal should have no impact on 177 

residential market development. 178 

Q. If the Commission reallocates any portion of the customer services costs from the 179 

distribution functions to the supply function, what should it direct ComEd to do?  180 

A. In the event the Commission reallocates any portion of the customer services costs from 181 

the distribution functions to the supply function, ComEd should be directed to remove the 182 

corresponding amount from the distribution revenue requirement and apply the 183 

appropriate charges for the recovery of these costs, as discussed in my supplemental 184 

direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 24.0). 185 
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V. Residential Real Time Pricing Program Costs 186 

Q. Does Staff raise any further issues with respect to ComEd’s proposed charge for the 187 

recovery of costs associated with its residential real time pricing program (“RRTP”) 188 

in Rider RCA – Retail Customer Assessments or its proposed elimination of $2.25 189 

per month charge to RRTP customers? 190 

A. No.  These matters appear to have been resolved to Staff’s satisfaction.  (See generally 191 

Staff Ex. 31.0 and 27.0). 192 

VI. PORCB Costs 193 

Q. In the event some of the costs associated with the start-up and implementation of 194 

PORCB service are allocated to the delivery service revenue requirement in this 195 

proceeding, as discussed by ComEd witness Mr. Marquez, will any adjustments be 196 

required to the discount rate, particularly the 50 cents per bill charge imposed for 197 

the recovery of these costs, which was recently approved in Docket No. 10-1038? 198 

A. No.  As discussed in my direct testimony in Docket No. 10-1038, the 50 cents per bill 199 

charge is not cost based – nor could it be in light of the uncertainty associated with RES 200 

usage of this service – and was never based on any particular amount of start-up and 201 

implementation costs.  Rather, it is a charge that was determined to be reasonable and 202 

affordable through negotiations with various parties.  Therefore, a change in the costs to 203 

be recovered from RESs through the PORCB cost recovery mechanism would not require 204 

the discount rate to be changed.   205 

Furthermore, the PORCB recovery mechanism approved in Docket No. 10-0138 206 

was designed to recover some costs directly from RESs, while the majority of the 207 

PORCB costs will be recovered initially from all customers with demands under 400 kW, 208 
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including residential customers.  However, one of the unique features of this recovery 209 

mechanism is that it requires RESs to eventually repay these customers for the cost they 210 

have borne over time through the 50 cent charge as RES usage of the PORCB service 211 

grows.  Thus, reducing the amount of costs allocated to RESs using PORCB will have the 212 

effect of reducing the initial charges to customers with demands under 400 kW and/or 213 

expediting the repayment of these costs by RESs.  Under Rider PORCB, the 50 cent 214 

charge is scheduled to be revisited once customers with demands under 400 kW are fully 215 

repaid. (See generally Docket No. 10-1038, ComEd Ex. 1.0).   216 

Q. Does this complete your rate design surrebuttal testimony? 217 

A. Yes. 218 


